Writing is a complex skill and one of the most difficult to master. A teacher's weak writing skills may negatively influence their students. Therefore, reinforcing teacher education by first determining pre-service teachers' writing weaknesses is imperative. This mixed-methods error analysis study aims to examine the cohesive errors in the writing of English as a Second Language (ESL) pre-service teachers of differing language proficiency levels-Medium and High-level, as indicated by the band levels achieved in the Malaysian University English Test (MUET). 200-word narrative essays were collected from 30 final-year ESL pre-service teachers from UKM via email. The study found that the Medium-level pre-service teachers made the most errors in lexical cohesion, reference and conjunction cohesion categories. However, High-level pre-service teachers made more errors in lexical cohesion, ellipsis and reference. Collocation proved the most difficult form of cohesion for both groups of pre-service teachers, while High-level pre-service teachers made more errors in ellipsis than the Medium-level pre-service teachers. Nevertheless, this still indicates that the pre-service teachers' overall mastery of cohesive writing is insufficient. Therefore, the teaching of these cohesive devices should be further fortified in the linguistic courses undertaken by ESL pre-service teachers to ensure that they are well-equipped in all aspects of cohesive writing.
Introduction
The Malaysian government has voiced a concern over the poor English language proficiency of the English teachers in the country. After the initial review prior to the Malaysian Education Blueprint (MEB) 2013-2025, Datuk Dr. Khair Mohamad Yusof, Education Ministry deputy director-general said in the Star newspaper that two-thirds of English teachers in Malaysia did not meet the proficiency level (Jalleh, 2012) . This means that about 47,000 teachers out of the 70,000 teachers who sat for the Cambridge Placement Test (CPT) did not possess the adequate level of proficiency as English teachers who teach the language. As a result of the outcome of the CPT, the government has initiated various efforts for the upskilling of teachers which were incorporated as part of the shifts in the Malaysian Education Blueprint 2013-2025.
However, these efforts are to upskill current serving teachers in the field whose language proficiency is inadequate. The researchers believe that much can be done in the studying years of a pre-service teacher in higher education institutions before going out into the field. A teacher, who is to teach her students competency in the language needs to first be competent in the language herself (or himself), in all language skills and beyond. This includes writing skills, which are important for real-life and authentic communication (Lowry, Curtis, & Lowry, 2004) .
often still ESL learners themselves?
This is of utmost importance and concern as teachers who are not proficient in the language may cause negative language error transfer to students (Nel & Müller, 2010) . A review of literature discovered that teaching factors do affect student outcomes (Kyriakides, Christoforou, & Charalambous, 2013) , implicating that a teacher's actions and competence have an influence on their students' achievement. This indicates that teachers' inadequacy in writing skills may affect students' writing as well by transferring common errors made by the teacher to students' writing. In the meantime, studies have suggested that writing quality is highly related to cohesion and coherence (DeVillez, 2003) . Hence, it is also relevant and important to investigate these aspects in teachers' writing as an indication of their writing proficiency and quality. While there have been studies done on students' cohesion and use of cohesive devices in writing (Crossley & McNamara, 2010a; McNamara, Crossley, & McCarthy, 2010; Tangkiengsirisin, 2010) , little research has been done on cohesive errors (Sadighi & Heydari, 2012) . However, Sadighi and Heydari's (2012) study did find that students of differing levels of proficiency made more errors in different types of cohesion devices. The researchers believe that the study of the cohesive errors made by learners, besides the use of cohesive devices, is equally important as it provides tangible evidences of what the learner has or has not mastered, and what is lacking in their linguistic development (Corder, 1967) , especially in the aspect of cohesion in writing. In addition, to the knowledge of the researchers, there are no studies done that look into the cohesive errors produced by Malaysian ESL pre-service teachers in writing.
Efforts in improving teacher quality especially in writing skills need to be gradual and systematic rather than impulsive in order to be effective in the long-term. A better understanding of the weaknesses in cohesive writing is first required to inform subsequent steps to improve ESL pre-service teachers' written language proficiency. In order to obtain that, error analysis needs to be performed to identify frequent cohesive errors plaguing ESL pre-service teachers. This study aims to examine the most frequent cohesive errors produced by ESL pre-service teachers of different proficiency levels, and explore the similarities and differences between them; from which implications for teacher education may be drawn. Halliday and Hasan's (1976) seminal work drew attention to cohesion in writing besides providing a comprehensive and systematic analysis of cohesion in text. Cohesion has been regarded as highly important in the organisation of text. Halliday and Hasan (1976) explain that cohesion is a semantic concept related to meaning within the text, rather than a structural one. A cohesive text is when "the interpretation of some element in the discourse is dependent on another" (Halliday & Hassan, 1976, p. 5) . This dependence on other elements within the discourse is realised through cohesive ties that ultimately make the text cohesive. These elements that Halliday and Hasan (1976) refer to are cohesive devices, which are responsible for forming the semantic ties within the text that brings the entire text together.
Literature Review

Cohesion in Second Language Writing
Other researchers and linguists later built upon the foundation laid by Halliday and Hasan (1976) . Grabe (1985) also suggested linguistic features in the text that account for its cohesiveness, while Hinkel (2003, p. 279) conceptualized cohesion as "the connectivity of ideas in discourse and sentences to one another in text, thus creating the flow of information in a unified way". Hence, from these definitions, cohesion can be said to be the connectivity and flow within the text that are established through the use of devices that cause the elements within the text to be inter-related and inter-dependent.
Halliday and Hasan's Cohesion Taxonomy
Research in the field of cohesion in writing have prominently referred to and adhered to Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy. Various studies employing the taxonomy demonstrate the success and value of the taxonomy with regards to research on cohesion and even cohesive errors (Huang, 2005; Na, 2011; Ong, 2011) . Similarly, the present study chose to adhere to Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy as it offers the most comprehensive and systematic analysis of cohesion ties in English. Halliday and Hasan (1976) defined cohesion as what occurs when the comprehension of one element is dependent on another within the text. Halliday and Hasan (1976) identified five categories of cohesion: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. The first three types fall under the category of grammatical cohesion. Reference uses personal pronouns, demonstratives and comparatives to establish a cohesive relation between the cohesive item and its antecedent. Substitution refers to the replacement of an item by another, while ellipsis refers to omission of an item; both occur at nominal, verbal and clausal levels. Conjunctive cohesion lies on the borderline between grammatical cohesion and lexical cohesion, and is established by the use of conjunctions like thus, because, and so. Conjunctive cohesion can occur within and between sentences. Lexical cohesion on the other hand refers to relationships between any lexical item and some previously occurring lexical item in the text quite independently of the grammatical category of the items in question. Cohesion on a lexical level may be established through the repetition of words, synonymy or antonymy. Apart from that, hyponymy, or the use of superordinates of words, and collocation, which is the linking of lexical items that often co-occur in a particular context of text, are also forms of lexical cohesion. A summary of Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy including all its subcategories can be seen below: Table 1 . Halliday and Hasan's (1976) 
Studies on Cohesion
Quite a number of studies have presented evidence of a significant relationship between cohesive ties and writing quality (Liu & Braine, 2005; Song & Xia, 2002) . Liu and Braine (2005) examined argumentative writing of Chinese undergraduate students and found that the use of certain cohesive devices was a factor for high quality in writing. Recent studies also found positive correlations between the number of cohesive ties and writing quality, albeit a weak one, whereby they were better predictors of students' quality of writing (Zhang, 2010) . In contrast, Castro (2004) reported no difference in terms of cohesive density in good and poor compositions (Castro, 2004) . Thus, even the use of cohesive devices as higher quality writing has not been truly substantiated either.
The relationship between cohesion and proficiency is yet another hazy one. In another study investigating writing proficiency of Hong Kong high school students by Crossley and McNamara (2010b) , second language writers who are considered highly proficient did not necessarily produce essays that were more cohesive. Instead, they appeared to demonstrate more "linguistic sophistication" by employing a wider range of words that were less familiar and less frequently used (2010b, p. 17) . This was said to be probably due to the "reverse cohesion effect" whereby there is an inverse relationship between writer's proficiency and cohesiveness. Studies in reading had discovered that low-knowledge readers benefit more from cohesive texts, while high knowledge readers from less-cohesive texts. More proficient writers, then, in assuming other high knowledge readers, may produce less-cohesive texts (Crossley & McNamara, 2010b) . Hence, cohesive writing may not necessarily be an indicator of higher writing proficiency.
Comparison studies between different groups of learners were also conducted to investigate similarities and differences in the use of cohesion in writing. Na (2011) attempted to compare the cohesive devices and cohesive errors of native and non-native speakers. In comparing the Korean and American university students, the non-native speakers, or Korean students, were found to have used more cohesive devices than the natives, or American students. The results of the study indicated a significant overuse of cohesive devices, which are not necessarily applied accurately or appropriately in writing (Na, 2011) . With Chinese EFL learners in Singapore, Ong (2011) examined the students' expository writing and found that reference cohesion, conjunction and lexical cohesion posed greatest difficulty for the students. However, results also showed redundant and inaccurate use of cohesive devices, lending more support and weight for Na's (2011) study. In addition, Huang's (2005) study found that cohesive errors was one of the top three most frequent errors besides grammar and lexical errors by Chinese learners.
The purpose of the study was to examine the cohesive errors in written productions of ESL pre-service teachers of differing levels of proficiency and compare them. Do ESL pre-service teachers face challenges in cohesive writing? What are the most frequent types of cohesive errors produced by ESL pre-service English teachers of different proficiency levels, and how are they similar or different? How does this influence the choices for program structure in teacher education? For a clearer understanding, the terms in the study are defined below.
Definition of Terms
"Cohesive errors" may be defined as "instances in which the writer provides an ambiguous or wrong tie/referent pair or fails to supply a complete tie/referent pair" (Huang, 2005) . In this study, "cohesive errors" refer to the errors made under the five main categories and all the respective subcategories in Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy of cohesive devices. These cohesive errors are only in relation to written errors and not those made in speech. A "pre-service teacher" is a student in "an education major but has not yet completed training to be a teacher" (Glossary of Education, 2012). The present study refers to pre-service English teachers as those currently undergoing their Education program in the Teaching of English as a second language (TESL). The "English language proficiency level" is indicated by the Malaysian University English Test (MUET) band achievements of the pre-service English teachers. For the purpose of this study, the 3 levels of proficiency were categorised as follows: bands 1 and 2 are Low, bands 3 and 4 are Medium, and bands 5 and 6 are High. However, as TESL students and pre-service English teachers, the sample consisted of Medium and High English language proficiency-level pre-service teachersonly. In the context of Malaysia, ESL pre-service teachers are also ESL learners during the teacher education stage, and are viewed as such in this study.
Method
Research Questions
The study aimed to answer the following questions:
1) What are the most frequent cohesive errors produced by ESL pre-service teachers of different levels of proficiency?
2) What are the similarities and differences in the most frequent cohesive errors produced by ESL pre-service teachers of different levels of proficiency?
Research Design
The study used an error analysis design employing both quantitative and qualitative methods. The rationale behind selecting error analysis is because it is a systematic approach to examining errors by identifying and classifying them, which allows for problem areas in the aspect under study to be isolated and dealt with. By knowing which aspect of cohesion is most problematic for ESL pre-service teachers, what has been mastered and what has not can be identified (Corder, 1967) , informing and enabling further action. In addition, understanding the errors and origins of errors will help highlight learners' difficulties in cohesive writing.
Respondents
The respondents consisted of 30 final-year ESL pre-service teachers of the Faculty of Education, UKM. They consist of 23 female ESL pre-service teachersand 7 male, making up for 76.7% and 23.3% respectively. Information on the pre-service teachers' MUET (Malaysian University English Test) band achievement was also obtained as a measure of their English language proficiency. As expected, all ESL pre-service teachers have a minimum achievement of band 4 and are at least competent users of the language (Politeknik Ungku Omar, 2013) . Therefore, based on the definition of "English language proficiency level" provided in 2.4, only Medium (band 4) and High (bands 5 and 6) level proficiency pre-service teachers were involved in the study. There were 18 pre-service teachers (60.0%) with medium-level English proficiency, and 12 (40.0%) with high. Vol. 7, No. 11; 2014 
Instrumentation
In order to conduct the error analysis, a sample of writing was required from the ESL pre-service teachers. Hence, they were asked to write (on a word processor) a 200-word narrative essay on one of the following three topics: 1) "An embarrassing experience", 2) "If I were a millionaire", and 3) "A thrilling experience in my life". A narrative essay was chosen because it is descriptive and typically sequential and thus should have more instances of cohesion and use of cohesive devices. Only the first 200 words of the essay were examined while the rest of the words were not taken into account to remove any bias, as the length of each essay returned varied.
Data Collection
The expression of the research purpose and instructions for writing the narrative essay were sent in a Word document to all 30 pre-service teachersvia email. However, they were not told what was investigated in the study to avoid raising the respondents' consciousness towards cohesion in their writing, and thus, avoid any bias. The respondents were requested to fill in the respondent profile which included their name, gender, program and year, MUET band achievement and their email address in case of need for contact. Instructions were given to choose one of the 3 topics provided and to write an essay of at least 200 words. The completed Word document essays were re-attached and returned to the researchers via email as well.
Data Analysis
The data were analysed quantitatively using descriptive statistics with frequency and percentages. The respondents were divided into blocks of Medium and High-level proficiency pre-service teachers. Referring to Halliday and Hassan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy, cohesive errors for all categories and subcategories made by each group of pre-service teachers were identified, and categorised. Since the focus was on cohesive errors only, grammatical and spelling errors in the essays were overlooked and discounted. The frequency of cohesive errors for each category and subcategory of cohesive devices was calculated and converted to percentages from the total number of cohesive errors made. All results were tabulated. The most frequent types of cohesive errors for both the Medium and High-level proficiency pre-service teachers were identified to answer the first research question. They were then compared between the two groups of students, and the similarities and differences between them were determined and explained using qualitative methods to answer the second research question. Respondents' scripts were coded Rs01, Rs02 and so forth.
Results
The cohesive errors made by the different proficiency-level ESL pre-service teachers were tabulated in order to determine the most frequent cohesive errors made by Medium and High-level proficiency pre-service teachers. The similarities and differences between the most frequent cohesive errors made by both groups were identified and discussed below.
Most Frequent Cohesive Errors by Medium-Level Proficiency Pre-service Teachers
The frequency and percentages of the cohesive errors made in the essays by the medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers were calculated and tabulated according to each category and subcategory in Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy. In the 18 scripts received, the medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers made a total of 68 cohesive errors.
The significantly highest percentage of cohesive errors was from the lexical cohesion category, with 83.82%. From the 83.82% of lexical cohesion errors, a major portion is collocation errors (77.19%). This could be because most ESL learners are unaware of certain collocation aspects of the words used and thus were used incorrectly in their essays. For example, one pre-service teacher had written: "We were having fun with student's night performance…" is incorrect as the phrasal verb have fun with the preposition with should be followed by a somebody (sb) and not a something (sth). One "has fun with sb" and not with an event, as was the case in this example.
Errors of this type demonstrate the pre-service teachers' weak grasp of collocation or their unawareness of it.
Following the lexical cohesion errors are reference errors (14.71%) of the personal and demonstrative subcategories. Looking at an example: "All of us read fairy tales…Not to mention the "happily ever after" connotation it brings", it is evident that this pre-service teacher had made an error in reference, where they, referring to the fairy tales mentioned earlier, should be used instead of it. Such mistakes show the pre-service teachers' lack of mastery in this aspect. Following that, there was 1 error in conjunction (1.47%). However, there were no errors found for the substitution and ellipsis categories. This is probably because the pre-service teachers do not use substitution and ellipsis cohesion in their writing and thus produce no errors. This is further discussed in a later section (5.1). The summary of the frequency and percentages of cohesive errors made by the www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 7, No. 11; 2014 medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers are below: Therefore, from the table above, the most frequent cohesive errors made by medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers are (1) Lexical Cohesion, particularly collocation, followed by (2) Reference and (3) Conjunction.
Most Frequent Cohesive Errors by High-Level Proficiency Pre-Service Teachers
The frequency and percentages of the cohesive errors made by the high-level proficiency pre-service teachers were calculated and tabulated according to each category and subcategory in Halliday and Hasan's (1976) Cohesion Taxonomy. A total of 24 cohesive errors were found in the 12 scripts. This significantly lower number of cohesive errors is expected as higher proficiency level pre-service teachers should produce fewer errors in their writing.
From Table 3 below, it can be seen that the highest percentage of cohesive errors are also of the lexical type (75.00%) with collocation errors accounting for almost all of them (94.54%) but one, which is a lexical repetition error (5.56%). Even high-level proficiency pre-service teachers produced erroneous sentences such as, "I will use the money and send my parents to have a vacation in whatever places they like" and "...mini car which he would use to travel from one place in his castle from another" where one should "send sb on a vacation" and travel "from one place to another". This implies that, despite having a higher proficiency level, most of the pre-service teachersalso experience difficulty in the collocation aspect of certain words and used them incorrectly in their writing.
Following lexical cohesion errors are ellipsis (12.50%), reference (8.33%) and conjunction errors (4.17%). Errors in ellipsis indicates that there was usage of ellipsis by high-level proficiency pre-service teachers in writing, albeit inaccurately. One example is "Just like when Beyonce sings 'If I were a boy'. Well, she can't", where it should be "she isn't" instead. Although this shows that high-level pre-service teachers are aware of the use of ellipsis in writing, they were unable to use it correctly. Besides that, no substitution were errors made. A summary of the frequency and percentage of cohesive errors made by high-level proficiency pre-service teachers is shown below: Vol. 7, No. 11; 2014 Therefore, the most frequent cohesive errors made by high-level proficiency pre-service teachers are (1) Lexical Cohesion, especially collocation, followed by (2) Ellipsis and (3) Reference.
Similarities and Differences between Most Frequent Cohesive Errors Made by Medium and High-Level Proficiency Pre-Service Teachers
The most frequent cohesive errors made by medium-level proficiency pre-service teachersare (1) Lexical Cohesion, (2) Reference and (3) Conjunction, whereas for high-level proficiency pre-service teachers, it is (1) Lexical Cohesion, followed by (2) Ellipsis and (3) Reference.
For both groups of ESL pre-service teachers, lexical cohesion proved the most problematic. This category of cohesive errors contributed the most to the corpus of errors collected from their writing, with subcategory collocation errors the highest. This indicates that lexical cohesion, particularly collocation, has yet to be fully mastered by the pre-service English teachers. Medium-level proficiency students had trouble with phrasal and intransitive verbs. Certain phrasal verbs require the direct object to be positioned in the middle rather than at the end. An example of students' error: "And of course I will bring along my precious family to share my happiness" should accurately be "bring my precious family along" (Rs03). Similarly, "wailing" is an intransitive verb that does not require an object, which makes the sentence "They were talking in Tamil asking and wailing us to leave the campsite" (Rs01) inaccurate. This shows that the students are not familiar with collocation and rules for using these verbs.
However, both groups of pre-service teachers had major difficulty with phrasal verbs that take prepositions. These verbs require specific prepositions for specific meanings; otherwise, they are incorrect. For example, the verb "donate" needs to be followed by the preposition "to" and not any other preposition. The sentence "After that I want to donate my huge sum of money for charity" written by Rs03 therefore, is erroneous. The similarity between the medium and high-level proficiency pre-service teachers is that both produced numerous erroneous sentences of this particular type. Below are examples of students' errors:
Medium-level proficiency students 1) We could be so carried away with the feeling that we almost forget that life is not as easy and sweet as in fairy tales. (carried away by sth)
2 Therefore, the data indicates that both groups of medium and high-level proficiency pre-service teachers had the most difficulty in the aspect of collocation in writing. Regardless of the level of English language proficiency, collocation posed the biggest challenge to master and resulted in numerous errors of that particular type in their writing.
Besides collocation errors, ESL pre-service teachers made lexical repetition errors. However, the medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers produced more repetition errors than the high-level proficiency pre-service teachers. There was often an addition of linking verbs that was unnecessary and made the sentences incorrect. Examples of these errors made by the pre-service teachersare:
Medium-level proficiency students 1) I always think of myself be in certain places like in the New York where I can go shopping and experience new things.
2) ...I know the feeling when you are in need but there is nobody is there...
3) I still remember the incident was happened after my lunch break.
Reference error is one of the 3 most frequent cohesive errors made by the 2 groups of pre-service teachers. However, the number of reference errors made by the high-level proficiency pre-service teachers is small (2) and almost negligible. The medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers, on the other hand, made 10 errors in this category. They did not make errors of gender-sensitive pronoun references, but were either unclear or used incorrect pronouns altogether. Some examples of students' errors:
Medium-level proficiency students 1) A friend happened to know how to 'heal' this kind of sickness. They were talking in Tamil asking and wailing us to leave the campsite. (unspecified "they")
2) I tried to say it out loud several times to call for any serious thought I ever had about it. (unclear "it")
3) All of us read fairy tales…Not to mention the "happily ever after" connotation it brings. (they bring) 4) I feel a great pain whenever I see them especially the children. Most of them are not able to afford education for their children. (incorrect "them")
The types of reference errors made above imply that ESL pre-service teachers are rather careless when using reference cohesive devices, or are unaware of what they are referring to in preceding sentences. This might mean that medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers have not yet mastered references in cohesive writing.
One of the more evident differences in the most frequent cohesive errors made by medium and high-level proficiency pre-service teachers is ellipsis errors. While the medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers committed no ellipsis errors, the high-level ones made 3 errors, making it the second highest of the three most frequent cohesive error types for high-level proficiency pre-service teachers. Pre-service teachers appear to have a misconception of nominal and verbal ellipsis, and thus, have not mastered this cohesive device as well. The ellipsis errors made by students can be seen below:
High-level proficiency students 1) Just like when Beyonce sings "If I were a boy". Well, she can't. (she isn't)
2) One of four, I had the opportunity of a lifetime to visit Mexico for three weeks.
3) ...I bet every single person in this world will raise their hands, so do I. (as will I)
However, the presence of ellipsis errors also signifies that there has been use of the ellipsis cohesion in high-level proficiency pre-service teachers' writing. On the other hand, it cannot be said that the medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers have mastered the ellipsis cohesive device as the absence of ellipsis errors in their writing is more likely due to no use of the device whatsoever. The medium-level pre-service teachers could be avoiding its use because it is difficult for them to employ in their writing. This is further discussed in the Vol. 7, No. 11; 2014 following section.
Discussion
In this section, we discuss the findings of the study in relation to the literature, as well as implications for teacher education, and the limitations of the study.
Cohesive Errors by Medium and High-Level English Proficiency Pre-Service Teachers
From the analysis of the data in the previous section, the most frequent cohesive errors made by the medium and high-level proficiency pre-service teachers are lexical cohesion, reference, ellipsis and conjunction. This is supported by other studies, whereby reference, conjunction and lexical cohesion posed the greatest difficulty for students (Ong, 2011) . However, there were relatively few or no substitution or ellipsis errors made by the ESL pre-service teachers. This is to be expected as these two types of cohesive devices are rarely used in written text (Xu, 1992; Zhang, 2010) .
However, the absence of these cohesive errors may not necessarily mean that the pre-service teachers have mastered these cohesive devices. It may even mean the opposite. This is because, due to the limitations of error analysis, learners' strategy of avoidance where learners tend to avoid using language features that are difficult for them is unaccounted for (Brown, 2007; Lightbown & Spada, 2006) . In Schachter's (1974) study with Persian, Arab, Chinese and Japanese students studying English, it was concluded that the students only made fewer errors in relative clauses because they were avoiding producing the language features that were difficult for them. Therefore, it is quite likely that medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers were unfamiliar with and did not know how to use ellipsis and substitution cohesion. Thus, they avoided producing any in their writing, and consequently affected the frequency and percentage of the error types obtained. Nevertheless, depending solely on error analysis, this cannot be proven either (Schachter, 1974) . Furthermore, the non-avoidance of the cohesive devices does not necessarily mean accurate usage or application (Na, 2011 ). Although the high-level proficiency pre-service teachers attempted to use ellipsis cohesion in their writing, all occurrences were inaccurate and contributed to the number of errors made. However, the erroneous forms that were used suggested that pre-service teachers were exposed to ellipsis cohesion and were daring enough to attempt it, but had not mastered it well enough to use accurately in their writing.
Implications
From the discussion and analysis of the study's findings, it was found that one of the major weak points in the cohesive writing of the ESL pre-service teachers is collocation. The types of collocation errors that the ESL pre-service teachers made indicate that there is a severe lack of emphasis on collocation in their study of the language during teacher education. The phrasal verbs that take prepositions are extremely important to convey very specific meanings. It appears that students are either unaware or extremely careless in the area of collocation in writing.
Besides that, lexical repetition and references are also two areas of cohesion that the pre-service teachers made quite a number of errors in. The examples of errors collected from the data also suggest that pre-service teachersare careless in using these cohesive devices in writing, where they are unclear and unspecified, or completely unnecessary. Furthermore, the absence or lack of substitution and ellipsis errors may actually imply that pre-service teachers are unfamiliar with these cohesive devices and are avoiding them in writing. These cohesive devices, although not compulsory in writing, facilitate cohesion in writing and add to the style and variety of good quality writing. Such severe cohesive errors or cohesive avoidance in writing should be a cause for concern, especially since these are pre-service English teachers in their final year who are about to go out into the education field.
As in all post-error analysis phases, the remedial steps that come after the identification and description of errors are what is imperative to rectify the pre-service teachers' failures and improve on their language proficiency. Therefore, all these areas of cohesive devices: lexical cohesion, reference, conjunction, substitution and ellipsis, should be emphasized in the linguistic courses undertaken by the ESL pre-service teachers, especially in the area of collocation. The results of the study imply that the current focus on these topics in the English teacher education program's linguistic courses may be insufficient, and thus, more rigorous attention should be given to ensure that the pre-service English teachers are well-equipped in all aspects of cohesive writing.
In order to do so, a sense of awareness on this area of cohesion in writing needs to be fostered. Even in learning aspects of the productive language like cohesion in writing, pre-service teachers in teacher education programs are often exposed to theories with little realistic practice. Although theories have its place in teacher education, it cannot be theory alone. Instead, these programs should focus on organising and manipulating "sufficient suitable www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 7, No. 11; 2014 and realistic experiences" that cater to the needs of pre-service teachers to internalize what has been learnt (Korthagen, 2010, p. 104) . With regards to cohesive devices in writing, pre-service teachers need to do more than just learn the theories, but to engage in more written practice and reflection to truly learn devices like ellipsis, substitution and collocation, and use them effectively and appropriately in writing.
Furthermore, the teaching of certain linguistic aspects in language education has typically been an individual learning affair. However, involving other pre-service teacher peers in collaborative practice may enhance the learning, as it is increasingly encouraged among student teachers (Dobber et al., 2012) . In using literacy narratives in sharing their teaching experiences, teacher candidates were able to make meaning from their experiences, while also provide further insight to others' (Parker, 2010) . This can be applied to writing experiences. Narrating their use of cohesive devices can help raise awareness to cohesion in their writing, as well as gain insight from others' shared experiences.
Limitations
Firstly, the researchers acknowledge that the study has a small sample, consisting of only 30 pre-service English teachers. This is, of course, an insufficient representation of the population of pre-service teachers in Malaysia. Nevertheless, the cohesive error analysis of the corpus obtained from this sample yielded 92 cohesive errors which were scrutinised, categorised and analysed closely; and thus, believed to be sufficient to reveal areas of weaknesses of the pre-service teachers and differences between high and medium-level proficiency pre-service English teachers.
In addition, limitations of the present study encompasses those of an error analysis study, whereby learners avoiding difficult structures that have not been mastered yet are not taken into account. Even after analysis, an absence of errors in a certain category type does not necessarily mean the aspect has been completely mastered. This certainly poses a problem, since both accurate usage and avoidance of aspects of uncertainty are lumped together. Despite that, errors that were identified indicated concrete evidence of the pre-service teachers' areas of weaknesses, which allows for further actions to be taken to improve on them.
Conclusion
The study found that pre-service English teachers as ESL learners in the Malaysian context do experience difficulty in the area of cohesion in writing. This is supported by other studies that have found similar areas of difficulty in cohesion by students, particularly lexical cohesion collocation, reference and conjunction. The results of the present study for Medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers reflected the same findings, but the High-level proficiency pre-service teachers differed in that they made more frequent errors in lexical cohesion collocation, ellipsis and reference. However, it was discussed that the absence or lack of errors in the error types of substitution and ellipsis may not necessarily mean that the pre-service teachers have mastered those cohesive devices due to the avoidance strategy that learners tend to have in producing language features that are difficult for them. This means that it is likely that the Medium-level proficiency pre-service teachers lacked mastery in those aspects as well despite producing no errors in those categories. On the other hand, the High-level proficiency pre-service teachers were daring enough to make attempts at using ellipsis cohesion, but occurrences of errors implied that they had not mastered it either. Therefore, all the 5 categories of cohesion, especially collocation in writing, need to be focused on and studied in depth in the linguistic courses undertaken by ESL pre-service teachers during their years in teacher education in order to improve their mastery of cohesive writing, and thus enable them to effectively teach and guide their future students. 
Categories Subcategories Erroneous sentences
Reference Personal 1) A friend happened to know how to 'heal' this kind of sickness. They were talking in Tamil asking and wailing us to leave the campsite.
(unspecified "they")
2) I tried to say it out loud several times to call for any serious thought I ever had about it. (unclear "it") 3) All of us read fairy tales…Not to mention the "happily ever after" connotation it brings. (they bring) 4) …and I had to play a character name Paul whose a kid at the age of 7.
www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 7, No. 11; 2014 (who is) 5) They will sponsor the poor children in all over the world to let them have a chance to learn, to study, and improve them into a better life. 10) I still remember the incident was happened after my lunch break.
11) They were all had been so nice to me. 3) They were talking in Tamil 
